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RESPONSE TO NRRI COMMENTS
AND CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE OF
JW MARRIOTT IHILANI RESORT & SPA,
WAIKOLOA MARRIOTT BEACH RESORT & SPA,
MAUI OCEAN CLUB, WAILEA MARRIOTT, AND
ESSEX HOUSE CONDOMINIUM CORPORATION,
ON BEHALF OF KAUAI MARRIOTT RESORT & BEACH CLUB
Pursuant to the procedural schedule in this proceeding, the JW Marriott Thilani Resort &
Spa. Waikoloa Marriott Beach Resort & Spa. Maui Ocean Club, Wailea Marriott, And Essex House
Condominium Corporation, on behalf of Kauai Marriott Resort & Beach Club (herein referred to
jointly as the “Marriotis”) hereby submit their comments in response to the comments of the
National Regulatory Research Institute (*"NRRI”). The NRRI comments were presented in a paper
entitled “Clean Energy Scenario Planning: Thoughts on Creating a Framework,” filed in this docket
on November 3, 2009 (hereinafier referred to as the *NRRI Comments™).
This investigation was instituted by the Public Utilities Commission of the State of

Hawaii (*Commission™) in its “Order Initiating Investigation,” dated May 14, 2009 (*May 14

Order). Among other things, the investigation is designed to “review and establish™ a “Clean



Energy Scenario Planning Framework (“CESP Framework™) that “revises the previous IRP
Framework and proposes a planning process to develop generation and transmission resource
plan options for multiple 20-year planning scenarios . . . [and] the development of a 5-year
Action Plan based on the range of resource needs identified through the various scenarios
analyzed.” The CESP Framework also includes the identification of Renewable Energy Zones,
(i.e., geographic areas of the islands with rich renewable energy resources) in which
infrastructure improvements should be focused, as well as the identification of any geographic
areas of the distribution system in which distributed generation or demand-side management
resources are of higher value.

At this stage of the proceedings, a number of technical sessions have been conducted, and
parties have filed both their informal proposed modifications to the proposed CESP Framework
and their preliminary statements of position (“Preliminary SOPs™).

In general, the Marriotts view the NRRI Comments as a policy-level discussion of the
distinction between integrated resource planning (*IRP™) and CESP. NRRI states that IRP is
designed to identify “least-cost resources to meet a small band of pre-determined trends or
forecasts.” NRRI Comments, p. . In contrast, NRRI states that “[s]cenario planning identifies
different views of the future, then seeks policies and resources that are reasonably successful
under all or most of those futures.”™ /d. The NRRI Comments then address three main questions:
(1) what is scenario planning and how does it differ from integrated resource planning; (2) what
are the main steps in a CESP tramework; and (3) who are the appropriate participants in a CESP
development process. /d., at p. 2.

The Marriotts will address NRRI's discussion of each of these questions in order. To

begin, Section I of the NRRI Comments addresses the question of how scenario planning differs
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from IRP. According to NRRI, one basic difference is that IRP produces a single least-cost
solution for a defined need. NRRI Comment, p. 2. In contrast, scenario planning looks at
uncertainties that can lead to widely different futures, and then seeks solutions that work well
under all those different futures, even if the solution is not optimal for any particular scenario.
Id., at p. 3. The key to NRRI’s discussion of scenario planning is that it addresses uncertainties
rather than the “most likely” futures, “with the goal of accomodating multiple results and
avoiding disastrous results.” /d. at p. 4. NRRI further cautions that scenario planners must focus
on those uncertainties which are outside their control, and that uncertainties are distinguishable
from trends and expected events. /d.. at p. 5.

The Marriotts submit that there is merit in scenario planning as described in the NRRI
Comments, but disagree with NRRI's statement that “[w]hile there is certainly a role for
integrated resource planning, and while the parties’ attempt to edit the 1992 Framework to
connect it better to 2010 priorities certainly has merit, that attempt by itself will not prepare
Hawaii for the range of uncertainties ahead.” NRRI Comments, p. 1. The Marriotts submit that
the concepts articulated by NRRI can be — and. in fact, have been — melded into a document
derived by editing the 1992 IRP framework.

This is demonstrated in the “Proposed CESP Framework™ filed with the Commission by
the Hawatian Electric Company, Inc., Maui Electric Company, Limited, and Hawaii Electric
Light Company, Inc. (the "HECO Companies™), the Kauai Island Utility Cooperative (*KIUC™),
and the Consumer Advocate which led to this investigation (hercinafter collectively referrred 10
as the "HCEI” parties). Section Il.A. of the 1992 IRP set forth the following goal:

The goal of integrated resource planning is the identification of the
resources or the mix of resources for meeting near and long term

consumer energy needs in an efficient and reliable manner at the
lowest reasonable cost.



In contrast, Section I1.A of the Proposed CESP Framework stated the following as its
primary goal:

The goal of Clean Energy Scenario Planning (“CESP”) is to
develop CESP scenarios that will provide high level guidance on a
long term (10-20 years) direction, which will then be utilized to
develop a CESP Action Plan for near term initiatives (5 years),
balancing how the utility will meet clean energy objectives,
customers’ expected energy needs, and protecting system
reliability at reasonable costs under various scenarios.

Section I1.B. of the Proposed CESP Framework goes on to list a number of governing
principles/statements of policy, including the following: “[t]he clean energy scenario planning
process shall be focused on planning scenario analyses that provides flexibility across a wide
range of potential futures and uncertainties for achieving Hawaii’s clean energy future based
on the HCEI Energy Agreement” (citing HCEI Energy Agreement Initiatives 32 and 33). Thus,
with the understanding of the scenario planning process as discussed in the NRRI Comments, the
Marriotts submit that it is not only possible to produce a CESP Framework by incorporating or
revising elements of the existing IRP, it is desirable in that much of the process set forth in the
IRP can be modified to accomplish the goals of CESP.

Moreover, the NRRI Comments provide a policy discussion, but do not address such
potentially thorny issues as rate design and cost recovery. The Marriotts’ position is that these
issues (and others discussed in their Prelimnary SOP) should be included in any CESP
Framework, so that parties know in advance of developing planning scenarios exactly how these
related issues will be addressed.

In their preliminary SOP, the Marriotts stated that they viewed the Proposed CESP

Framework as a logical extension of the existing IRP Framework. While the Marriotts proposed

a number of modifications to the Proposed CESP Framework. it continues to believe that the



Proposed CESP Framework can be viewed as a viable successor to the IRP Framework. Section
[ of the NRRI Comments serves to underscore. at a policy level, the differences between scenario
planning and the IRP process. Even given that understanding, however, the parties must also
develop the actual steps that must be taken to implement CESP. The Marriotts submit that there
is no need to “throw out the baby with the bathwater,” and that many of the procedures used in
the IRP process can be modified so as to accomplish the goals of CESP and planning scenarios.

Section 11 of the NRRI Comments addresses the main steps to be undertaken by the
parties in applying a CESP Framework. NRRI identifies five main steps: (1) define the question
to be addressed by the decisionmakers (presumably, the Commission); (2) define the starting
point for developing alternative scenarios; (3) explore the unexpected, identify key drivers, and
develop scenarios; (4) assess potential actions and make decision; and (5) monitor conditions.
NRRI Comments, pp. 7-9.

In the Marriott’s view, the CESP Framework to be developed in this docket should
directly address the overall policy and goals of CESP, and the procedural steps to be taken to
achieve those goals. Thus, the CESP Framework developed here should directly address steps 1
and 2 as identified by NRRI. Steps 3, 4, and 5 will be addressed pursuant to the process to be
developed here. In the Marriotts view, Sections 11.A and 11.B of the Proposed CESP Framework
(with the modifications proposed by the Marriotts) adequately set forth the policies and goals of
CESP. To the extent more focused questions are desirable. they would be developed in the steps
to be taken during the planning context as set forth in Section [1] of the Proposed CESP
Framework.

As to Step 2, the NRRI Comments note that “[t]he collection of clean energy goals set

forth in the Hawaii statutes and orders can contribute 10 defining that starting point,” and set



forth a number of those goals in Appendix A. NRRI Comments. p. 8. NRRI further observes
that load forecasts, current cost recovery processes, current rate designs. locational value maps,
and renewable energy zone studies can also be part of the siarting point. /d. The Marriotts
agree, and emphasize that the state of Hawaii has adopted a large number of energy mandates, as
NRRI has observed. Thus. while it certainly makes sense to develop scenarios that address
uncertainties. the statutes also require that certain specific results be achieved within specific
time frames. While the NRRI Comments argue that these goals may also be uncertain if, for
example, there is new legislation that supersedes the existing statutory mandates, clearly, the
Commission and the parties cannot ignore these existing mandates during in the CESP process.
Indeed. they must address them directly.

NRRI’s Step 3 envisions that the parties to the process will explore the unexpected,
identify key drivers (which are not predetermined trends) and develop the actual scenarios. In
the Marriotis® view, the CESP Framework to be developed here provides the process that will be
utilized to accomplish these tasks. For example, Sections Il and IV of the Proposed CESP
Framework include. among other things, directives for each utility to develop a number of
planning scenarios and a CESP Action Plan to implement these scenarios. These Sections also
address NRRI’s Steps 4 and 5, which state that these scenarios should be assessed and decisions
made, and that conditions should be monitored.

The Marriotts reiterate that while it is important to explore the unexpected, it is also
important to ensure that the statutory mandates are met. Obviously. meeting these mandates
must be considered in any CESP Action Plan.

The Marriotts submit that the Proposed CESP Framework (which was derived from the

1992 IRP) provides the necessary process to address the five steps identified by NRRI.



Section Il of the NRRI Comments seeks to identify the appropriate participants in the
CESP process. NRRI identifies a number of parties, including the Public Benefits Fee
Administrator, the utilities. the Energy Resources Coordinator, Department of Energy experts,
resource developers, community groups, and economic development experts. NRRI Comments,
p. 10. NRRI states that “the framework should involve more than the customary players. . ..”
id

The Marriotts agree. and in their Preliminary SOP made a number of proposals
concerning participants and participation. Among other things, the Marriotts proposed that, in
order to garner input from any entities that may have an interest in, or be affected by, any
proposed CESP or CESP-related filing, the advisory committees contemplated by the Proposed
Framework should be “constructed™ so as to include the input of as many interested and/or
impacted entities as possible. Many diverse interests have a stake in the CESP and related
dockets. and the CESP should recognize this fact and facilitate the participation of those diverse
interests in the advisory groups. Among other things, the Marriotts suggested that the advisory
committees should include at least one representative of each customer class/rate schedule,
representatives of community and conservation organizations, representatives of county and state
offices and organizations, and representatives of third parties that supply renewable and
DG/CHP equipment. The Marriotts further proposed that inclusion of these parties in an
advisory group should be mandatory (unless there is simply no entity willing to represent a

particular interest).'

' A detailed discussion of the Marriotts® position with respect to participants, advisory
committees, and access to information is set forth at pp. 10-13 of their Preliminary SOP.



NRRI posits that, with this diversity of participants, a neutral facilitator seems necessary.
While the Marriotts are not opposed to this in concept, they also recognize that the “devil is in
the details” — a number of issues would be raised if a neutral facilitator is 10 be utilized, including
how such a facilitator would be selected and reimbursed.

In conclusion, the Marriotts view the NRRI Comments as primarily directed at
establishing the policies that will apply in developing various planning scenarios. To a large
degree, the NRRI Comments do not address how the policies will actually be applied and carried
out. The Marriotts submit that it is appropriate to include the goals of planning scenarios in a
CESP Framework. but that there are “nuts and bolts” issues that must also be addressed in that
Framework,

For example, in their Preliminary SOP. the Marriotts proposed that any CESP Framework
adopted in these proceedings should: (1) address the process for recovery of CESP related costs
incurred by a utility; (2) consider the rates and rate designs associated with DG/CHP and
renewable energy; (3) state that any pilot or other programs adopted in the CESP process are
subject to existing Commission orders and regulations; (4) state that proposed projects that do
not fall within a defined “Locational Value Map™ or “Renewable Energy Zone” should not be
treated any differently than projects that do fall within such areas or zones; and (5) include a
provision that requires the encouragement and facilitation of increased use of distributed
generation (*DG™) and, more specifically, combined heat and power (“CHP”) facilities. It is
important that these issues, and others, be addressed “up front” so that the parties know how they

will be resolved prior to developing and adopting planning scenarios.



(continued for signature)

Respectfully Submitted.

JW MARRIOTT IHILANI RESORT & SPA,
WAIKOLOA MARRIOTT BEACH RESORT & SPA,
MAUI OCEAN CLUB, WAILEA MARRIOTT, AND
ESSEX HOUSE CONDOMINIUM CORPORATION,
ON BEHALF OF

KAUAI MARRIOTT RESORT & BEACH CLUB
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Thomas C. Gorak
Hawaii Bar No. 007673

Gorak & Bay, L.L.C.

1161 Ikena Circle

Honolulu, HI 96821
(808)377-3408

Gorakand Bay(@hawaii.rr.com

Dated: November 23, 2009
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CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE
[ hereby certify that on this day | have served a copy of the foregoing “Preliminary
Statement Of Position And Preliminary Proposed Modifications To The Proposed CESP
Framework And Certificate Of Service Of JW Marriott Thilani Resort & Spa. Waikoloa Marriott
Beach Resort & Spa, Maui Ocean Club, Wailea Marriott And Essex House Condominium
Corporation, on behalf of Kauai Marriott Resort & Beach Club,” by e-mailing one electronic
copy of same to each of the following (unless otherwise indicated):

CATHERINE P. AWAKUNI

Executive Director

Dept. of Commerce & Consumer Affairs
Division of Consumer Advocacy

P.O. Box 541

Honolulu, Hawaii 96809

(two copies by hand delivery)

THOMAS W. WILLIAMS, JR.
PETER Y. KIKUTA

DAMON SCHMIDT

Goodsill Anderson Quinn Stifel LLC
1099 Alakea Street, Suite 1800
Honolulu, Hawaii 96813

DARCY L. ENDO, VICE PRESIDENT
GOVERNMENT AND COMMUNITY AFFAIRS
HAWAIIAN ELECTRIC COMPANY. INC.

P.O. Box 2750

Honolulu, HI 968403-0001

DEAN MATSUURA, MANAGER
REGULATORY AFFAIRS

HAWAIIAN ELECTRIC COMPANY, INC.
P.O. Box 2750

Honolulu, HI 96840-0001

JAY IGNACIO, PRESIDENT

HAWAII ELECTRIC LIGHT COMPANY, INC
P. O. Box 1027

Hilo, HI 96721-1027



EDWARD L. REINHARDT, PRESIDENT
MAUI ELECTRIC COMPANY, LTD.

P. 0. Box 398

Kahului, HI 96732

RANDALL J. HEE, P.E.
TIMOTHY BLUME

Kauai Island Utility Cooperative
4463 Pahe'e Street, Suite |
Lihue. Hawaii 96766-2000

KENT D. MORIHARA, ESQ.
KRIS N. NAKAGAWA. ESQ.
DANA O.VIOLA, ESQ.
SANDRA L. WILHIDE, ESQ.
Morihara Lau & Fong LLP
841 Bishop Street, Suite 400
Honolulu. Hawaii 96813

JEFFREY M. KISSEL, PRESIDENT & CEO
THE GAS COMPANY, LLC

745 Fort Street, 18th Floor

Honolulu, HI 96813

GEORGE T. AOKI, ESQ.
THE GAS COMPANY. LLC
745 Fort Street, 18" Floor
Honolulu, HI 96813

MARKJ. BENNETT, ESQ.
DEBORAH DAY EMERSON, ESQ.
GREGGIJ. KINKLEY, ESQ.

State of Hawaili

Department of the Attorney General
425 Queen Street

Honolulu. Hawaii 96813

ESTRELLA A. SEESE

THEODORE A. PECK

State of Hawaii

Hawaii State Energy Office

Department of Business, Economic Development
and Tourism

P.O. Box 2359

Honolulu, Hawaii 96804

(one copy by first class mail)



ALFRED B. CASTILLO. JR., ESQ.
AMY I. ESAKI ESQ.

MONA W. CLARK, ESQ.

County of Kauai

Office of the County Attorney

4444 Rice Street, Suite 220

Lihue, Hawaii 96766-1300

GLENN SATO

County of Kauai

Office of Economic Development
4444 Rice Street. Suite 200
Lihue, Hawaii 96766

BRIAN T. MOTO. ESQ.

MICHAEL J. HOPPER. ESQ.

County of Maui

Department of the Corporation Counsel
200 South High Street

Wailuku, Hawaii 96793

LINCOLN S.T. ASHIDA, ESQ.
WILLIAM V. BRILHANTE. JR.. ESQ,
MICHAELJ. UDOVIC. ESQ.

County of Hawaii

Office of the Corporation Counsel

101 Aupuni Street, Suite 325

Hilo. Hawaii 96720

HENRY Q. CURTIS

Vice President for Consumer Issues
Life of the Land

76 North King Street, Suite 203
Honolulu, Hawaii 96817

CARL FREEDMAN
Haiku Design & Analysis
4234 Hana Highway
Haiku. Hawaii 96708

WARREN S. BOLLMEIER |1
President

Hawaii Renewable Energy Alliance
46-040 Konane Place, #3816
Kaneohe, Hawaii 96744



MARK DUDA

President

Hawaii Solar Energy Association
P.O. Box 37070

Honolulu, Hawaii 96837

ISAAC H. MORIWAKE, ESQ.
DAVID L. HENKIN, ESQ.
EARTHJUSTICE

223 South King Street. Suite 400
Honolulu, Hawaii 96813-4501

TYRONE CROCKWELL

Area Director of Engineering
JW Marriott lhilani Resort & Spa
92-1001 Olani Street

Ko Olina, Hawaii 96707

DOUGLAS A. CODIGA, ESQ.
Schlack Ito Lockwood Piper & Elkind
Topa Financial Center

745 Fort Street, Suite 1500

Honolulu, Hawaii 96813

DEANT. YAMAMOTO. ESQ.
SCOTT W.SETTLE, ESQ.

JODI SHIN YAMAMOTO. ESQ.
DUKE T. OISHI, ESQ.
Yamamoto & Settle

700 Bishop Street, Suite 200
Honolulu, Hawaii 96813

Dated: Honolulu, Hawaii, November 23. 2009.
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Thomas C. Gorak
Hawaii Bar No. 0007673

Gorak & Bay, L.L.C.

1161 lkena Circle

Honolulu, HI 96821
808-377-3408
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GORAK & BAYy, L.L.C.

A LIMITED LIABILITY LAW CORFORATION

1161 IKENA CIRCLE
HoONOLULU, HI 96821

Telephone & Facsimile: OF COUNSEL
TERESA M. Bay

(B08) 377-3408
ADPMITTED ONLY IN

Tuomas C. GORAK
MARYLAND & DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA
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November 23, 2009

Chairman and Commissioners

Public Utilities Commission
of the State of Hawaii

465 South King Street

First Floor
Honolulu, HI 96813

Re: Docket No. 2009-0108, In the Matter of, Public Utilities

Commission, Instituting a Proceeding to Investigate
Proposed Amendments To the Framework for

Integrated Resource Planning.
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Dear Chairman and Commissioners:

Enclosed for filing on this date in the above-captioned docket are the original and eight
copies of the “Response To NRRI Comments And Certificate Of Service Of JW Marriott Thilani
Resort & Spa, Waikoloa Marriott Beach Resort & Spa, Maui Ocean Club, Wailea Marriott And
Essex House Condominium Corporation, on behalf of Kauai Marriott Resort & Beach Club.”

Kindly receipt stamp the additional copies and return them to the messenger.

Should you have any questions. please do not hesitate to contact me at (808) 377-3408.
Thank you for your attention to this matter

Sincerely,

Thomas C. Gorak

Enclosures



